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II. II\ITRODUCTION 

4. Infrado currently is authorized to provide competitive 
telecommunications services in 21 states, and Inirado has 
reached a negotiated regional interconnection agreement 
with one Regional Bell Operating Company and an 
arbitrated agreement with Illinois Bell Telephone Company 
&/a Ameritech Illinois. Xntrado ofers 
telecommunications services that fncilitate, enhance, and 
advance the provision of emergency SQWiCeS throughout 
the United States to end users of wireline and wireiess 
service providers; telematics companies (e.g.$ On Star) and 
their customers: governmental and municipal entities; and 
other business an residential customers, including PBX 
wtomers. 

4. Verizon admits the first sentence ofthe fourth unnumbered paragraph in 

the Petition,-- - 
5. Spec$cally, Intrado aggregates and pansports, via 

switching, traditional and nontraditional emergency call 
Pa@c to appropriate selective routing tandem where such 
hnffic is then transported to the appropriate Public Safety 
Answering Point (“pSAp’3. Aggregating emergency call 
waf$c reduces the number offacilitim that must 
interconnect with the incumbent local exchange carriers’ 
(XECs’) selective roui?ng tandem, resulting in more 
efficient use of the telecommunications network. Such 
aggregation also reduces the ILEC’s adminisnzrtive 
rerponsibilities: rather than coordinate and intevconnect 
with multble service providers individually9 the ILEC need 
only coordinate and interconnect with Inirado in order to 
handle the emergency caN traflcjom multiple service 
providers. In addition, Intrado ’s service oferings ensure 
that emergency call traflc will be passed to the I L K ’ S  
selective routing through redundant, sev-healing facilities 
provided by Intrado. 



5 .  Vernon denies the allegations made in the fifth unnumbered paragraph of 

the petition, as phrased. 

@- 

6. In order to provide the aforementioned services, Intrado 
must interconnect its network with the ILECs that have 
connections with andprovide 9-I-1 services to the PSAPs. 
Xhw, pursunnt to the Act, Intrado seeks to interconnect its 
network with Vetizon’s network at every Verizon Selective 
Routing Tandem (aMa 9-1-I Tandem) in VerizonS 
operating territories. Inhado seeks to interconnect with 
Verizon’s Selective Routing Tandems, just as other 
competitive carriers do to provide their customers with 9-I- 
I and emergency services. 

Verizon denies the allegations made in the sixth unnumbered paragraph of 

the Petition, as phrased. fl 

6 .  

7. In addition, Intrado seeks to interconnect its AW nodes 
with Verizon ’s ALI nodes (Le., AWSteering;) so that PSAPs 
can access callers ’ location information where such 
information resides in fntrudob AW nodes. ALI 
connectivi@ arrangemezfs are not new to Verizon, for  
Verizon provides ALI Steering sewices today for its 
wireless uflliate, other wireloss providers, and other 
tetecommunications carriers. In Calif mia, Verizon 
pefonns AW Steering for  landline calls between its AW 
nodes and other providers ’ ALI nodes. Intrado seeks the 
same AW node connectivityfunctions. as well as the 
physical interconnection arrungements and access to 
unbundled network elements necessav to provide Intrado ‘s 
service offerings, pursuant to an interconnection agreement 
consistent wi#h the Act. 



Markets representatives. The meeting nad been previously scheduled with Verizon 

representatives from other divisions in the company, as part of Intrado’s marketing 

efforts to Verizon. Coincidentally Verizon’s t echca l  S M E  was scheduled to be a part of 

that meethg. Although Intmdo’s negotiator (Rebecca Boswell) suggested that, if 

possible, a conference call with VeriZon’s SME and htmdo’s representatives could be 

arranged then to begin technical discussions ofthe Interconnection. Agreement E 9-1-li9- 

1-1 Attachment. Due to time and schedule constraints, this call did not take place. 

11. Despite Intrado 3 erplanation, Yerizon remained confused. 
Verizon representatives questioned whether there was a 
market for Intrado ’s ECNservicm and whether Intrado 
had a “viuble product. ” Verizon ’s representatives also 
raised concerns that Intrado k interconnection needs fell 
outside of j 251. Intrado reiterated to Verizon thatlntrado 
was seeking interconnection just as any other CLEC. To 
dispel Verizon ‘s conzion,  on December IS, 2000, Intrado 
provided a copy of its authority to provide competitive 
local exchange services in Verizon ’s ferrito y. Bused on 
Inmudo’s representations about its status as a C X C ,  
Verizon ’s legal counsel ugreed that Intrado is a 
telecommunicntions carrier entitled to interconnection 
under the Act. Verizon did not question Intrado b status as 
a telecommunications carrier or its right to interconnection 
f i o m  that point on. 

Verizon denies the allegations made in the eleventh unnumbered- 1 I .  . - 

paragraph ofthe Petition, as phased. As a CLEC, Jntrado i s  entitled to interconnections 

under the Act, ‘t . I  

. .  1 Answering further, Intrado approached Verkon to form a 

strategic alliance with Intrado (then SCC Communications Cop.) regarding Jntrado’s 

ECN Services. As a potential strategic partner, certain Verizon representatives 

questioned the marketability of Intrado’s concept. Throughout the negotiations, Verkon 
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As explained above, other competitive telecommunications services providers we offered more 
favorable terns and conditions regarding insurance coverage levels than those Verizon has 
demanded of htrado, and requiring Inbado’s contractors to carry such excessive insmnce 
coverages would seriously hamper btmdo’s ability to retain contractors. Accordingly, the 
disputed language should not be included in the Parties’ agreement. 

Verizon’s Alleged Positlollc 

Verizon’s position is unclear at this time. 

Verizon ’s ActualPosition: 

Per FCC requirements, Verizon generated last year a model interconnectiob agreement 

for its nationwide footprint containing, infer alia, tams regarding insurance. Verizon offered the 

terms of the model agreement to Intrado, just as Verizon offers them to all carrims. Contrary to 

the statements made by Intrado, Vexizon does NOT treat similarly - situated caniers differently. 

To the extent that insurance requirements in individual intercmection agreements,, they do so 

pursuant to risk assessment and commercially reasonable practices as permitted by applicable 

law. Requiring all small carriers, together with their contractors to c a m  certain levels of 

insurance serves to protect consumers as much as Verizon. AJ long as Verizon requires the same 

levels of  insurance from Shllarly -situated carrierS, there is no basis for any discriminatory 

claims. 

Moreover, this issue remains unresolved because Intmdo +formed Verizon at the end on 

July 18 that it wag changmg insurance carriers and, therefore, could not commit to any language 

regarding insurance until XnWo secured its new insurance policy. 

. _  

In the interim, Verizon has offered language that limits the applicability of  the third-party 

hsurauce obligations if the CLEC can show that it has in excess of%100 million in net assets 

available to satisfy any obligations accruing under the agreement. Verizon has also agreed to 

reduce the motor vehicle insurance obligations to $1 million &om $2 miltion. Verizon is unable 

to agree to any lower insurance c o v e r a g e , m  
. .  
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ARBITRATION ISSUE 6 New Template (9-1-1 Attachment) -Definitions. Whether the 
Definitions section should: (1) reflect terms identified In the 9-1-1 Artncbment and 
(2) reflect definitions adopted by the National Emergency Number Associatfon (“ENA”). 

Intrado’s Position: The Def~ttions section ofthe New Template should include definitions for 
terms of art that are identified and used in the New Template. Specifically, Intrado has proposed 
d e f ~ t i o n s  for: “Database System,” “E9-1-1,” ‘Wational Emergency Numbering Aasociatim 
CWENA’’)), “PAM Protocol,” and “Public Safety Answering Point” (“PSAP”). Moreover, as 
Intrado proposed, the Delinitions section of the 9- 1-1 Attachment should define these terms 
using industry-standard definitions adopted by NENA. 

Verizon’s Alleged Position: Verizon requestedthat Intrado provide defitions that were 
consistent with those adopted by NENA. Verizon’s representatives indicated that Verizon would 
review Intrado’s proposed language, but Verizon has failed to do 30. Verizon’s position., 
therefore i s  unknown. 

Veri20n’s Actual Position: 

As a preliminary matter, it should be noted that everything that Intrado admittedly refers 

to as ‘Yhe New Template” i s  not part of Vedaon’s model agreement. Nor does this “Attachment” 

belong in an interconnection agreement pursuant to 47 U.S.C. 9 251 etseq. Indeed, no carrier 

anywhere in the U.S. bas ever requested from Verizon what htrado seeks in a local 

interconnection wireline agreement. 

In testimony filed with the Califomia Public Utiljty 

Commission, Cynthia Clugy of Intrado, describes Intrado a9: 

“the leading provider of9-1-1 data management and selective 
routing services to incumbent local exchange carriers (‘ILECs’7, 
competitive local exchange carriers (“CLECs ’7, integrated 
communications providers and wireless carriers in the United 
States” (emphasis added). 
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Notwithstanding its objections to including the “New Template” with 9-1-1 language in a 

!j 251 interconnection agreement, Verizon agrees with Intrado that any contract addressing 9- 1-1 

issues should utilize industry-standard defmitions adopted by the National Emergency 

Numbering Association (‘TJENA”). Prior to the filing ofthis Petition for arbitration, Verizon 

proposed contract defmitions to I n t d o  consistent with the industry standards adopted by 

NENA. The Parties have now reached agreement on all dehitions, except the one for “PAM 

lie&&€+ Protocol.“ w “ ,I . * .  



Given that Verizon curently utilizes PAM Protocol for connectivity for its wireless 
affiliate and other telecommunications carriers, it would be inconsistent with Verizon’s 
4 251. and 8 271 obligations, and patently unreasonable, for Verizon to refuse to provide 
Intrado with PAM Protocol and ALI Steering. 

Verizon’s Alleaed Pasftion: W n g  negotiations, Verizon requested information 
regarding provision of ALI. Steering in Vwizon’s operating territories, and hrrado 
provided that information. Verizon also provided a template of its regional wireless New 
Template 9- 1-1 Attachment, which makes PAM Protocol and ALI steering available as a 
standard offering. Verizon has characterized its offering of PAM Protocol to wireless 
providers as a fallout of the FCC’s Phase I and I1 requirements from CC Docket 94-102. 
However, Verizon has failed to explain why, despite ALI Steering to its wireless affiliate, 
other wireless carriers, and Pacific Bell, Verizon need not provide the service to htrado. 
Yeaizon’s representatives indicated that Verizon would respond to htrado’s proposai, but 
Venzon has failed to do so. Verizon’s position, therefore, k unknown. 

Verimn ’s Actual Position: 

Contrary to the assertion of Intrado, there are several legitimate reasom why Tntrado i s  

not entitled to PAM Protocol. 

-M Second, as Intrado, itself admits “PAM Protocol typically i s  used 

in conjunction with wireless on-caU path-associated-signaling (“CAS”) to steer from one ALI 

database to another to retiree ALI information.” (Emphasis added). In fact, no CLEC has ever 

requested from Verizon PAM Protocol in a local interconnection agreement. 

Second, Verimn provides ALI Steering to wireless carriers only in compliance with 5;CC 

regulations. Accordingly, htrado’s representations concerning Verizon 1) providing ALI 

Steering thoughout its operating temtory and 2) offering PAM Protocol as a standard offering is 

patently false. 

Third, Intrado is similarly mismken about its understanding of the reqUiremenQ of 47 

U.S.C. 5 25 1 et seq. Inasmuch as Verizon does not provide AI-I Steering to any other CLEC 

anywhere, htrado’s discrimination claims are without merit. 
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